Diverse problems occur when we encounter structures that have a type of relation that, although different, shares the linguistic features that have been assigned to other relations within the linguistic system. In the studies on apposition that have been carried out, the following questions are asked: What kind of grammatical relation is there between the elements in apposition? Is it a relation of coordination or subordination? What kind of structures can be considered appositions? A lot of answers have been given to these questions. In the following we shall examine the criteria that have been used in order to define apposition, from the traditional ones to those used nowadays. Once we have described those criteria, we shall go on to analyse the syntactic, semantic and pragmatic characteristics of the examples in our literary corpus. The following corpus has been used in this research: A GoodMan in África (GMA) 
The same formal criterion is found in Otto Jespersen's definition. Unlike Curme, he considers that apposition is a kind of coordination in which the absence of a firm cohesión between its elements is indicated by a pause and by intonation (13). These grammarians do not restrict apposition to noun phrases, they consider that linguistic units, such as the clause and the sentence, can also be elements of an appositional structure. Both, Curme and Jespersen, identify different kinds of apposition. And so, Curme mentions two types of apposition that he ñames loóse apposition: "Where the appositive noun follows the governing noun in a rather loóse connection ... Mary, the belle of the village" (129), and cióse apposition: "King George ... the relation here between the appositive and its governing word is so cióse that they are in many cases felt as a compound" (131).
Neither Jespersen ñor Curme clearly define what apposition is. The criteria they use to define it are not very precise and do not help us to establish the difference between apposition and other syntactic relations. R. W. Zandvoort does not study apposition thoroughly either. He gives a series of examples and just differentiates one from the other. He asserts that between "His father [or: a] renowed physician, died last week" and "his brother the explorer" there exists a difference "similar to that between continuative and restrictive clauses" (202), and he mentions subordination when comparing the examples "My brother Charles" and "King George." According to Zandvoort, a clear relation of subordination is not observed between the two elements in the structure "My brother Charles." However, he considers that in "King George" there is subordination of the element "King" with respect to the proper noun "George." This same idea will appear in later studies as we shall see in the following. For the American distributionalist Ch. F. Hockett appositives are a subtype of coordínate constructions. Both have in common the linguistic feature of having a double head. He postulates the following criteria for the appositives: "(1) the constitute must be endocentric; (2) the ICs must belong to the same major form class; (3) there must be no more justification for taking the first IC as attribute of the second as head than for the reverse; (4) the ICs must refer to the same entity" (101).
The second criterion, that the immediate constituents must belong to the same syntactic class, can be easily refuted. As we shall see in some examples from our corpus, both elements in apposition may belong to different syntactic classes. And so, one of them may be an adverbial phrase and the other a prepositional phrase. The third criterion is the one that makes apposition similar to coordination, because it considers that both elements are on the same level. However, instead of classifying the elements as heads, more in accordance with his definition of coordínate constructions, Hockett mentions the existence of an attributive relation between both elements, and so, he contradicts himself. As a consequence of this, his definition of apposition is not very clear. 1 The fourth criterion, which establishes that both constituents may refer to the same entity, that is to say, that they must be coreferent, points out the main difference between apposition and coordination. In a coordinate construction the constituents are not coreferent, they lead us to different extralinguistic entities; while in an appositional construction, both elements refer to the same entity.
The combination of semantic and formal criteria is also present in H. Sopher's definition of apposition . This linguist, unlike Hockett, considers that the appositional elements may belong to different syntactic classes. He also considers that apposition differs from both subordination and coordination. However we can also observe a contradiction in this grammarian's definition, due to the fact that when he refers to the appositional elements, he speaks of head group and appositional group, which, in a way, implies subordination. For Sopher, the elements in apposition constitute a functional unit. Both are on the same grammatical level. If we omit one element and leave only the other element, the utterance in which they are inserted does not change. Both elements are interchangeable and there is a semantic relation of coreference between them. Therefore, when they are functioning as subject, they concord with the verb in singular. Lastly, we can use between both elements a connector such as that is, namely. In this way, the existing differences between apposition and other syntactic relations in the linguistic system are established. Sopher includes in his corpus examples of loóse apposition and cióse apposition. However, like Zandvoort, he makes a difference between structures, such as my brother the explorer and others like King George the Fifth. He takes an important step forward by stating that the latter structure is not an apposition, but instead a kind of modification in which the first element, King, is the head, the second element, George, is the modifier of the head and the Fifth modifies both King and George, 2 Cióse apposition has caused much more controversy than loóse apposition when it comes to analysing it. Questions such as which of the two elements is the identifying one?, what kind of relation is there between the two elements?, are there two heads or a modifier and a head? have had different answers. So, E. Haugan in his study "On Resolving the Cióse Apposition" (165-70), unlike Sopher, considers that the first element is the modifier that helps to identify the second element. A different point of view is held by Hockett (102) , who asserts that both elements may be heads and attributes, that is to say, the first element can identify the second, just as much as the second element can identify the first. The existing subordínate character between the members of a cióse apposition has led some experts not to consider these structures examples of apposition. So Burton-Roberts draws boundaries on the field of apposition, and considers that it exits only in those cases of loóse apposition. We are in agreement with his opinión when he affirms that cióse apposition presents a structure of modifier followed by head, that is, we think that it has an adjectival purpose and so it is not apposition.
R. Quirk et al. put forward syntactic and semantic criteria in their definition of apposition. Their criteria, as we shall see in the following, are basically the same as those used by Sopher: "(1) each of the appositives can be omitted without affecting the acceptability of the sentence; (2) each fulfils the same syntactic function in the resultant sentences; (3) it can be assumed that there is no difference between the original sentence and either of the resultant sentences in extralinguistic reference" (1302).
Quirk et al. consider that apposition has similarities with both coordination and subordination. Even though these grammarians affirm that "[a]pposition resembles eoordination in that not only do coordínate constructions also involve the linking of units of the same rank, but the central coordinators and and so may themselves occasionally be used as explicit markers of apposition" (1301-1302), later on they mention that in some cases, in the type of apposition they cali partial (the financial expert Tom Timber), the subordínate character of one of the elements is highlighted due to the fact that it is the only one that can be omitted without altering the utterance (1305). Quirk et al., includes more semantic relations between the elements in apposition. Semantically, that relation, according to Meyer, may be co-referential ("my father, John"), hyponymous ("a tree, an oak tree"), synonymous ("a priest, a man of the clergy") and attributive ("my sister, a tax accountant") (103). The criteria established by Meyer to define apposition are the following: "semantic constraint Ul and U2 are coreferential, hyponymous, synonymous, or attributively related; pragmatic constraint. U2 suplies new information about Ul; syntactic constraint: either Ul and U2 are juxtaposed or they must be able to be juxtaposed without the resulting sentence becoming unacceptable" (120).
Using these criteria an ampie number of linguistic structures are considered to be appositions. We have used Quirk et al.'s criteria to form our corpus because they were more suitable for it. But, we have restricted the corpus we are going to analyse to loóse apposition only, because, as we have previously mentioned, we believe that a structure in a cióse apposition has an adjectival character and so, it cannot be considered an apposition.
III

Syntactic characteristics (a) Syntactic class of the elements in an appositive relation
It has been repeatedly pointed out that an appositive relation may be found in linguistic units higher than the phrase. However, grammarians are in agreement that it is a type of relation that takes place mainly between phrases. And they make their definition even more specific by stating that it is to be found for the most part in noun phrases. After analysing our corpus we agree with this, noun phrases are much more common in our corpus than other grammatical units. Those noun phrases may have a common noun (example 1), a proper noun (example 2), or a personal pronoun (example 3), demonstrative (example 4) or indefinite (example 5) as heads: Table A Syntactically, the structures which the elements in apposition present may be simple or complex. The head of the noun phrase may stand alone, as in examples (2) and (4) One striking formal characteristic of the second appositive element is the absence of a determiner before the common noun. There are twenty-six examples in our corpus in which the common noun in the second element is not preceded by a determiner. This lack of a determiner is commented on by Quirk et al.: "In a type of partial apposition expressing attribution (particularly a unique role), an article (definíte or indefinite) is absent from the defining appositive" (1313). In all the examples of our corpus, a semantic relation of attribution exists between the two elements. The first element is generally a proper noun and the second is a common noun in singular. In most of the examples (19 out of 26), the second element is a noun which indicates blood ties and postmodification is a common characteristic in all of them, as example (10) The complexity ofthe appositive elements is not only because there is an accumulation of determiners, premodifiers and postmodifiers but also because they consist of two or more noun phrases that are juxtaposed (example 11) or coordinated (example 12). In other cases that complexity is due to the fact that there is an accumulation of appositions (example 13 In (12), the second element is formed by two noun phrases joined by the conjunction and; at the same time, each of them forms an apposition with the noun phrase which immediately follows it, that is, we have an apposition within an apposition. In (13), the third element is in apposition with the second element and both the second and the third afe in apposition with the first element. However, we have to mention that these complex appositions are not very common in our corpus. The author, by using an accumulation of appositions, gives a more complete description of the character in a concise, brief and almost telegraphic way.
(b) Syntactic function ofthe elements in an appositive relation
The appositive elements in our corpus have the following functions in the clause in which they are inserted: subject, direct object, indirect object, subject complement, object complement, prepositional object and adverbial. Table B Both elements in apposition have always the same function, that is to say, they form a functional unit. As has been suggested before, the two appositive elements are generally noun phrases, and so, as Meyer states (Apposition in Contemporary English 34-35), their functions are, in most cases the same as those of noun phrases. Table B shows that the functions of existential subject together with those of prepositional object, direct object, indirect object, subject complement, object complement and adverbial, which promote end-weight, are more numerous, 66% to be more precise, than the function of nonexistential subject. So the two appositive elements are in most cases placed after the verb phrase of the clause in which they are inserted. Therefore, we agree with Meyer when he says that: "In addition to having functions associated with noun phrases, appositions had functions associated with positions in the sentence, clause or phrase that promoted Quirk et al's principie of end-weight" (Apposition in Contemporary English 35). According to that principie, complex linguistic units which the speaker or the writer want to emphasize are placed towards the end of the utterance. We shall quote some of the examples in our corpus, indicating the function of the apposition: In our corpus, the number of appositions which function as non-existential subject, a function which does not promote end-weight, is high, 228 examples to be precise. Of those, only 9% are placed after the verb. The appositive elements are, in most cases, placed one after the other;however, the contínuity of the elements is interrupted by the verbal predícate in some examples, as can be observed in Table C . In other examples, the discontinuity is due to the fact that an apposition marker, such as, that is, namely, or a parenthetical phrase or clause is placed between both elements. Table D As can be seen, in the majority of cases the appositive elements are juxtaposed, in 92% ofthe examples. In other cases, all the predícate or part of the predícate is placed between both elements. In this way, the contínuity of the apposition is broken. This discoritinuity takes place when the apposition, functioning as a subject, is a long sequence and the predícate is very short (example 24):
24. The requirements were simple: an unobstructed view of a changing landscape, however dull, and freedom from the breath of other passengers, their body warmth, sandwiches and limbs. (ChT 50) We agree with Meyer when he says that this order of the constituents is based on the principie of end-weight. As Quirk et al. assert, some elements may be interposed in a noun phrase "to achieve a stylistically well-balanced sentence in accordance with the norms of English structure" (1398). That discontinuity is also due to what Quirk et al. ñame endfocus. Thus, the second element is given more importance because it is placed at the end of the clause. Therefore, in example (24), the second element is emphasized not only because the adverb specially is used, but also because the second element women is placed after the predícate.
People love this one, especially women. (HL 27)
In some examples there is only one order possible in the structure of the utterance. In example (26), the two elements may not be juxtaposed:
26. The car keys were in his hand, his wallet was smug in his inside pocket-the equipment of audulthood. (ChT 121) However, for the second element to be given more importance than the others, it does not necessarily have to go in final position in the clause. With a simple change in the order of the elements the author emphasizes the second element more, as in example (27): 27. Had she said that he was cross and peevish on the night of the murder, while they were drinking brandy-June and he-in the Muthaiga bar? (WM 90-91)
Semantic and pragmatic characteristics
The semantic classifications of apposition made by Quirk et al. 3 and Meyer 4 do not differ greatly. In both of them the specificatión of the elements is mentioned, that is to say, when one of the elements is more, less or as specific as the other. We have found that Meyer 's classification is more suitable for the analysis of our corpus and that is why we employ it in this paper. Table E on the next page shows the different semantic classes of apposition in our corpus.
As Table E illustrates, the highest percentage of examples, 50% to be more precise, are those appositions in which the second element is more specific than the first. We have to point out in the more specific group the widespread use of examples belonging to the semantic classes of appellation (example 28) and identification (example 29):
28. My eider brother, Leonard, was kílled during the Southern Afincan War while I was still a boy. (RD 40) 29. Morgan realized, with some alarm, as he approached that this-Innocence was the first dead person he had ever encountered... (GMA 73) In example (28) the two elements refer to the same person. There is a semantic relation of coreference, but the second element, Leonard, is more specific than the first. The proper noun specifies the ñame of my eider brother. As Quirk et al. say, it is a naming relation (1309). In example (29), the second element, Innocence, identifies the first, this, a demonstrative pronoun. Therefore, the second element is more specific than the first. Less numerous in our corpus are the examples belonging to the semantic classes of particularization (examples 30 and 31) and exemplification (example 32). The referents are not the same and in both classes an element is included within the other: In (30) the Wakefields refer to both, the husband and his wife, and Mrs. Wakefield stands out by being used as the second element in the appositive structure. In (31) the two elements are in a hyponymous relation; in this case, unlike the other examples of this class, the head of the second element is the same lexeme as the head of the first element and, in our corpus, it is always accompanied by postmodifiers. In this way, a certain part or a characteristic of something/somebody just mentioned is made to stand oüt by the author. As Quirk et al. observe: "the intention may be rhetorical to provide a climatic effect by repetition and expansión of the first noun phrase" (1312). Like Quirk et al., Joan N. Bitea in her study "An Attempt at Defining Apposition in Modern English" also mentions this effect of apposition: "Rhetorical effects are also obtained by means of developing appositions: appositions which constitute both formally and semantically developments of their correlatives" (472). In example (32), the second element, "including Broughton and the loyal Major Pembroke," specifies some of the witnesses referred to in the first element, and so, it is more specific. Table E In 47% of the examples, those belonging to the semantic class named characterization, the second element is less specific than the first, it describes a particularity of it (example 33):
Semantic classes of apposition
33. When the letter arrived it was not from Charles Darke, the young sénior editor profiled in the Sunday newspaper.... (ChT 29) In the preceding example, the second element is a noun phrase which attributes a characteristic to the first element. And so, the relation between them is an attributive relation, the first element is a proper noun and is more specific than the second.
We have not found a lot of examples in our corpus in which the first element is as specific as the second element. As Table E In (34) the second element paraphrases the first. In (35) the second element describes several characteristics of Mrs. Pusey, the author refers to Mrs. Pusey again by using all those noun phrases, both elements refer to the same person, there is a semantic relation of coreference.
By using apposition the author foregrounds a certain aspect of the discourse, an aspect which has great importance in the interchange between the interlocutors. Pragmatically , the second element is generally an explanation of the first. It usually adds information that the speaker or narrator consider necessary to clarify what they have previously expounded. In some cases it avoids possible ambiguity. E. Koktova's words summarize some psychological properties of apposition: "From a psychological viewpoint, apposition (or, more exactly, the apposed elements) should be viewed as the speaker's commentary, as an afterthought, as an implicit predication, or as a secondary information, of a sentence-simply as a message which deflects from the mainstream of communication and which should be kept distinct from the proper assertion (main information) of a sentence" (40-41).
In our literary corpus, we have observed that the number of appositions in the dialogues is noticiably less than in the rest of the text, we have found only 17 examples. This is due to the fact that, in a dialogue, the information that the second appositive element gives about the first is no necessary because the interlocutors are generally aware of information implicit in the discourse. As we have previously mentioned, in our corpus apposition is used in most cases to ñame, identify and characterize something or somebody. In this last case, although the author uses a proper noun and identifies the character totally, he still thinks it necessary to make it more palpable. In this way, the reader is aware of exactly who the author is referring to. Among the literary works which make up our corpus, we have to point out in particular J. Fox's Who KilledJohn Erroll? White Mischief, because of the high number of appositions found there, 368 examples out of the total 678 examples that we have analysed. In our opinión, there are two main reasons for the use of apposition in this literary work. On the one hand, the narrator is just a kind of detective who reports a murder that took place in África. As a result, the narration resembles press writing and is, as a consequence, different from the other works in our corpus. In press reportage appositions are much more common, as Meyer states (Apposition in Contemporary English 100), than in other genres, because information in a newspaper has to be explained very accurately as the reader and the journalist do not share much knowledge about what is being reported. On the other hand, J. Fox gives life to a series of people, the majority belonging to the same community who, in one way or another, have been involved in the murder. The number of characters is so high and their ñames are changed so often throughout the book that the reader could have difficulty in following the plot. The fact that the author includes a list with the ñames of the characters at the end of the book indicates that he is conscious of such a difficulty. By adding information through the use of the second appositive element, the author always makes clear who exactly he is referring to. Consequently, in this work we also find a lot of appositions with more than one element (examples 34 and 35): 
IV
Conclusions
In the preceding pages we have carried out a descriptive analysis of apposition based on a literary corpus from a syntactic, semantic and pragmatic point of view. We have analysed the characteristics which differentiate apposition from other relations within the linguistic system, and we have observed that it is a type of relation which is mainly found among juxtaposed noun phrases. These noun phrases have the same function within the clause in which they are inserted. It is mainly used to characterize, ñame and identify characters and everything the author considers necessary. In this way, the author transmits information which helps him not only to give detailed yet concise descriptions, but also, in some cases, to help the reader to follow the story.
Notes
